INTRODUCTION
Goal 7 of the Millennium Development Goals focuses on environmental sustainability and directly addresses the issue of water supply. One of its targets, Target 10, is to "halve by 2015 the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation" (WSSD 2002; UN 2003) . The year 1990 has been established as the baseline year. There has been an increase in interest from international donors to the water and sanitation sector.
Moreover, the United Nations has declared the decade 2005 -2015 the "International Decade for Action: Water for Life" (UN 2004) and states that the main goal should be a greater focus on water-related issues at all levels and on the implementation of water-related programmes in order to achieve internationally agreed water-related goals (UN sector, channelled through national governments in aid-receiving countries, will increase. According to our estimates, this increase could represent around 70% of total funding for the water and sanitation sector in recipient countries, which is around 20,000 million dollars a year (Jimé nez 2006) . Thus, the ability to monitor national governments is crucial in efforts to fight water poverty and increase access to services. Research indicates that up until now budget support has not significantly improved national accountability (de Rienzo 2006) : the last revision of GBS for Tanzania (1995 Tanzania ( -2005 states that "poverty impacts remain uncertain for the last half decade, the most relevant period, because there has been no household survey since 2001" (Lawson & Rakner 2005) .
Sector budget support for water and health is usually based on annual reviews carried out jointly by donors, governments and other actors (e.g. private enterprise and civil society) in which performance is assessed. The main problem is the lack of reliable and objective indicators for carrying out this assessment. To continue with the example above, the Joint Water Sector Review in Tanzania 2006 was produced without an appropriate set of indicators in place, which made it impossible to accurately measure results.
Something else that should be highlighted is that a too long time-lag between the disbursement of funds and the outcomes' measurement should be avoided, because this situation facilitates corruption and compromises political accountability regarding poverty reduction decisions. The importance of tracking the performance of water sectors on an annual basis makes it crucial to include sector-specific data collection routines that provide annual outputs; these are in fact implemented in other basic social sectors such as health. Therefore, in the short term information has to be easily available at the local level and at a reasonable cost, even if some aspects must necessarily be oversimplified. The inclusion of data collection routines at the lowest appropriate level would simultaneously improve the tracking of transparency and accountability at all levels, while it would also raise awareness of the importance of systematic data collection at the national level.
The most important monitoring task in the water sector is carried out at the international level by the WHO and the UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme for Water Supply and Sanitation (JMP), whose main goal is to track the fulfilment of the Millennium Development Goals. The most used and suitable indicator for Target 10 is the number of people with "access to improved" water sources (WHO/ UNICEF 2000 , 2005 . "Access" is usually evaluated by household surveys and includes personal interpretation about what it means and is therefore not as objective as policy provisions claim. "Improved" water sources is better defined (Table 1) Moreover, no information is collected regarding the sustainability of the service.
There are several ways in which "Access" can be interpreted. In rural Tanzania, for example, it is stated that "the basic level of service for domestic water supply in rural areas shall be a protected, year-round supply of 25 litres of potable water per capita per day, through water points located within 400 meters from the furthest home- Challenges to its effective implementation are discussed in the conclusions.
METHODOLOGY: WATER POINT MAPPING
For over a decade, a variety of water points mapping activities have been carried out, the scope and objectives of which have been diverse (WaterAid ODI 2005) . In the majority of cases, these activities have addressed the lack of accurate, reliable local data that international programmes and local governments require to plan investments. This is enormously important since many countries are currently going through a process of decentralization that will transfer the responsibility of resource allocation to local planners. Furthermore, the problem of inefficiency in international programmes often stems from the lack of coordination with other initiatives in a particular zone (Birdsall 2004 This information is collected using GPS and a questionnaire located at each water point. The data is entered into a geographical information system and then correlated with available demographic, administrative, and physical data.
The information is displayed using digital maps." (WaterAid 
RESULTS
Target 10 of the Millennium Development Goals advocates an increase in "sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation" and covers the three aspects listed below. † Access: Access can be divided into "physical access", defined in national policies that establish maximum values for the distance to a water point and the number of people served by a water point (see examples above)
and "socio-political access", which includes aspects that influence access, such as the affordability of the service.
Furthermore, it calls for no discrimination on the grounds of sex, age, ethnicity, etc. † Quality (safe): Potable water is defined by quality standards, which vary between nations. Nevertheless, the more recent concept of safe water is not being measured directly using indicators, but indirectly, assuming that improved sources (Table 1) 
Defining access
An Improved Community Water Point (ICWP), as defined in the WaterAid methodology (Stoupy & Sudgen 2003) , is a place with some improved facilities where water is drawn for various uses such as drinking, washing and cooking. The types of water points considered as improved are consistent with those accepted internationally and are presented in Table 1 . As previously explained, access is normally defined by establishing a ratio of the maximum distance and number of people served by each water point. In the case of Tanzania, this ratio would be one water point for 250 people within a radius of 400 m. At this stage there are three possibilities for defining this measurement:
1. The number of people served per water point, considering that one water point serves 250 people, regardless of whether their households are further than 400 m from the water point.
2. The number of people served, including families living less than 400 m from the water point, regardless of whether the number of people is more than 250.
3. A case-specific approach combining both of the above conditions and applying the most restrictive one in each scenario.
In order to accurately assess the number of people served using distance as a criterion, the population distribution at the household level is required, which might be problematic in the near future for the majority of countries involved. However, due to the concept of the periodic sociological census, population distribution in administrative structures is usually quite well documented.
Thus, the first measuring option mentioned may be the most appropriate. Of course, this reduces the accuracy of the methodology since inequity is only considered up to the administrative level, at which the population information is aggregated. Moreover, the availability of defined administrative boundaries could hinder the level of detail of our analysis: in the case of the Same district in Tanzania 
DISCUSSION
After presenting how the information acquired through WPM can be converted into reliable indicators, this section discusses the applicability of this methodology at a higher scale for monitoring access at the national level. Can water point mapping indicators be described as
EASSY?
As Can WPM be adopted?
The information provided by WPM is more accurate and easier to present than the indicators currently in use. Standard information packages (such as maps displaying the density of water points per area and others) could be prepared and sent to both these bodies and users and be used as tools for planning and accountability. Planners at the local level could benefit from these services from upper level bodies (e.g. the Ministry). Once the strategy is defined, targeted capacity building should be put in place to enable technicians to use these tools and to allow users to understand them.
Despite technical challenges, it is important to consider that information is politically sensitive. An in-depth analysis provides less optimistic figures than those given by central governments (Table 2 ). This can be perceived as a threat, making governments reluctant to adopt the system. Pressure from donors and civil society to increase accountability must be encouraged to effectively tackle this problem. Evidence from the Same district in Tanzania reveals significant differences in coverage data when these aspects are included (from 50% to 40% when doing a mapping in relation to usual household surveys, and from 40% to 25% when basic quality and sustainability are included). Given the fact that results from one district are not representative of an entire nation, the aim of the indicator is to highlight two aspects: firstly, that the common assumption that improved water points give safe water may be too optimistic, and secondly, that the vulnerability of rural water services both to climatic events (e.g. droughts) and to inappropriate water use (e.g. source deviation for agriculture, etc.) is usually high. Both aspects are sufficiently important to be included. Water point mapping offers a cost-effective and reliable way of integrating them into a single indicator. 
CONCLUSIONS

